ABSTRACT We examined several determinants of interjudge agreement on personality traits. The findings, which were cross-validated in two samples, suggest that agreement is a function of four factors: which Big Five content domain the trait represents, how observable relevant behaviors are, how evaluative the trait is, and whether the self is oneof the judges. Agreement was highest for traits related to Extraversion and lowest for traits related to Agreeableness. More observable and less evaluative traits elicited higher interjudge
agreement. On average, self-peer agreement was lower than peer-peer agreement. However, this effect was limited to evaluative traits; for neutral traits, self-peer agreement was as high as peer-peer agreement. These findings suggest that self-and peer perception proceed through similar processes for neutral traits but not for highly evaluative traits, raising the possibility that selfperceptions become distorted when the trait is affectively charged.
Much of personality research makes use of judgments made either by the subjects themselves or by knowledgeable others such as peers, spouses, parents, and psychologists. Judgments by self and others are an indispensable methodological tool for researchers in the social sciences (e.g., Craik, 1986) ; or, as Kenny (1991) put it, "As biologists use electron microscopes and chemists use mass spectrometers, the most valued 'instrument" used by psychologists is the human observer" (p. 156). Central to the scientific use of such judgments is the demonstration that the perceptions of different judges agree with each other and reflect social reality.
In the context of the behavioral consistency debate in the 1970s, the convergence of self-reports with ratings by others became an issue of contention (e.g., Bem & Allen, 1974) . For example, Shraugher and Schoeneman (1979) concluded that "there is no consistent agreement between people's self-perceptions and how they are actually perceived by others" (p. 549). However, their conclusions were criticized for a variety of reasons, and in the 1980s a flurry of studies showed that interjudge agreement on personality trait ratings is almost always statistically significant and often substantial in size, particularly when the judges are well-acquainted with the targets and the ratings are aggregated across items and judges (see Cheek, 1982; Funder, 1987; McCrae, 1982) . McCrae and Costa (1989) reviewed 10 recent studies of interjudge agreement on personality traits and found a mean agreement correlation of .45. Similarly, Funder (1987) noted that agreement correlations "tend to be on the order of .30 to .60" (p. 84). Thus, the statistical significance and magnitude of interjudge agreement correlations are no longer at issue.
Subsequent research has begun to delineate the conditions under which agreement is relatively high or relatively low, and the present article builds on this research. In addition, we propose two new determinants of agreement, both based on the general idea that judgments about the self differ from judgments by others. In two empirical studies, we replicate determinants of agreement proposed in earlier research, examine the determinants newly proposed here, and test an integrative model specifying how these factors jointly influence interjudge agreement.
Previous Research on Factors Alfecting
Interjudge Agreement
Intetjudge agreement (or consensus) reflects the degree to which judges agree in the relative ordering of target persons on a trait dimension. A number of recent studies have suggested that high agreement should not always be expected but rather depends on at least five factors: {a) the content domain of the trait judged; (b) the observability of trait-relevant behaviors; (c) the social desirability of the trait; (d) the level of acquaintanceship between judge and target; and (f) individual differences in the judgability of the target person. First, interjudge agreement is higher for some content domains than for others. Norman and Goldberg (1966) examined interjudge agreement on the Big Five dimensions measured by 20 bipolar scales. In two samples, they found the highest agreement for Extraversion (e.g., talkative vs. silent) and the lowest agreement for Emotional Stability (calm vs. anxious) and Agreeableness (good-natured vs. irritable); Conscientiousness (responsible vs. undependable) and Intellect (intellectual vs. unreflective, narrow) fell in between. Several studies have since replicated these findings. In a study using the California Q set (Block, 1978) , Funder and Dobroth (1987) found that self-peer and peer-peer agreement was highest for Q-sort items related to Extraversion (e.g., talkative, gregarious, socially poised), and lowest for items related to Neuroticism (e.g., thin-skinned, basically anxious, irritable), which is the low pole of the Emotional Stability dimension. Agreement between self-ratings and ratings by "strangers" varies across the Big Five domains in much the same way as agreement between well-acquainted individuals (Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Watson, 1989) .
Second, several studies suggest that agreement is higher for observable traits than for less observable traits (Funder & Colvin, 1988; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Paunonen, 1989) . Using a measure they interpret as "apparent ease of observation or easy visibility" (p. 415), Funder and Dobroth (1987) found that more observable Q-sort items elicited higher levels of agreement than less observable items. Funder and Colvin (1988) replicated this effect with judges who were unac-quainted with the target. Across the 100 Q-sort items, the correlations between interjudge agreement and observability ranged from .25 to .43.
Third, the effect of another trait property, social desirability, has received less attention. Funder and his colleagues (Funder, 1980; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Funder & Dobroth, 1987) have examined the relation between desirability (or favorability) and agreement in several studies of the 100 items of the California Q set. The correlation between the social desirability of a Q-sort item and self-other agreement on that item ranged from .30 to .43, suggesting a linear relation between social desirability and agreement. However, this effect did not generalize to peer-peer agreement; the correlation was . 15 (Funder & Colvin, 1988 , Table 2 ).
Fourth, well-acquainted individuals agree in their judgments to a greater extent than less well-acquainted individuals (Colvin & Funder, 1991; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Jackson, Neill, & Bevan, 1973; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Paunonen, 1989; Watson, 1989) . Norman and Goldberg (1966) were probably the first to demonstrate this "acquaintanceship effect." Self-peer agreement on the Big Five dimensions was much higher in a sample of Peace Corps volunteers who had trained together for 3 months than in a sample of undergraduate students who rated each other on their first day of class. Similarly, Funder and Colvin (1988) found that agreement correlations between self and close friends averaged .27 across the 100 Q items, whereas agreement between self and strangers, who had observed only a 5-minute videotape of the subject's behavior, averaged .05.
Fifth, agreement seems to be higher for some individuals than for others (Cheek, 1982; Colvin, 1993; Kenrick&Stringfield, 1980; Petersen, 1965) . In an extension of Bem and Allen (1974), Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) had subjects rate their cross-situational consistency and reported that consistent subjects showed higher levels of agreement with ratings by their peers and parents (but see Chaplin & Goldberg, 1984) . Colvin (1993) has examined the personality profile of the highly judgable person and found reliable individual differences in judgability that generalized across indices.
Much of the research reviewed above has been conducted with ratings of Q-sort items or with small sets of bipolar trait scales. Paunonen (1989) has argued that studies of observability and interjudge agreement need to take into account the bipolarity of trait dimensions because "the two poles of a trait may engender different levels of behavioral expression and visibility" (p. 826). One purpose of the present research. therefore, is to replicate the previous findings linking interjudge agreement to Big Five content domain, observability, and social desirability, using a large set of unipolar trait adjectives selected a priori to represent both the high and low poles of each of the Big Five domains.
In addition, we consider potential differences between two kinds of interjudge agreement: peer-peer and self-peer agreement. Although these two kinds of agreement are often analyzed and reported separately, theoretical and empirical analyses of the sources of differences between the two are rarely undertaken. However, important differences between self and other judges of personality may exist. The present article examines whether the self is a unique judge of personality by comparing self-peer to peer-peer agreement for a large set of personality traits.
Is the Self a Unique Judge of Personality?
Hypothesis I: Self-peer agreement is generally lower than peer-peer agreement. Do people perceive themselves in the same way they perceive others, or is the self a unique judge of personality? The central thesis of the present research is that self-and other perceptions do not always proceed through the same processes. Previous research suggests that self-perceptions differ from perceptions of others in at least three fundamental ways. First, the self has information available from prior experiences and access to internal thoughts, intentions, and other "privileged" information, none of which are available to an external observer (Jones & Nisbett, 1971) . Overall, then, the self has greater access to self-relevant information than others do. Second, the self does not have the same visual perspective as others; people typically do not observe their behavior from the perspective of an external observer (Storms, 1973 ; see also Robins & John, 1993) . Consequently, different personality-relevant information may be available and salient to the self than to others. Third, individuals are more ego-involved in their self-evaluations than in their evaluations of others; consequently, self-perceptions may be influenced by motivational factors, such as self-esteem needs, that do not influence perceptions of others (Taylor & Brown, 1988) . Each of these three differences points to the general prediction that agreement between self and a peer should be lower than agreement between two peers.
However, this prediction is complicated by other factors that influence interjudge agreement in general, such as acquaintanceship and information overlap (cf. Kenny, 1991) . Self-peer agreement may exceed peer-peer agreement under certain conditions, such as when there is considerable overlap in the information available to self and each individual peer but little overlap in the information available to the peers (e.g., when the peers know the target in different contexts). In the present research context, however, the peer judges were well-acquainted with the target subjects and knew them in similar contexts. Thus, factors that influence interjudge agreement in general (e.g., information overlap) are less central for the present research than factors that make the self a unique judge of personality traits (e.g., ego involvement).
Hypothesis 2: The self is biased when judgments are evaluative. Our first hypothesis states that the self is a unique judge of personality, with both assets (e.g., more information) and limitations (e.g., motivational biases) that may serve to attenuate agreement with others. A stronger position, held by many psychologists, is that the self is generally biased and therefore less accurate than others. James (1890) commented on the "selective industry of the mind," Allport (1958) was suspicious about "the self-report of the subject, who is capable of self-deception" (p. 243), and Greenwald (1980) emphasized that the self distorts reality in the service of a "totalitarian ego." "Due to self-deception, selective inattention, repression, or whatever one wishes to call lack of enlightenment, self-views may be less accurate than are outsiders' views" (Thorne, 1989, p. 157) .
Indeed, most self-concept theorists assume that people are motivated to maintain and enhance their self-esteem (e.g., Greenwald, 1980; James, 1890; Rogers, 1959; Tesser, 1988) . Several studies have demonstrated that ego involvement increases self-serving attributional biases (e.g.. Miller, 1976) , suggesting that self-perceptions are more prone to distortion when the stimuli are ego-involving (i.e., relevant to feelings of self-worth). Similarly, some self-esteem maintenance processes operate only when the dimension being judged is important to the self (for a review, see Tesser, 1988) . This research has important implications for the role of evaluative processes in self-other agreement on personality trait judgments.
Judging oneself on traits that are extremely evaluative (either desirable or undesirable) is more ego-involving than judging oneself on neutral traits. In contrast, making judgments about another person is typically less ego-involving than making judgments about the self, and therefore evaluativeness should have a weaker influence on peer judg-ments. Consequently, evaluative traits should produce more bias in selfperceptions than in peer perceptions, thus decreasing agreement between self and others. On the other hand, relatively neutral traits should not induce ego involvement, and therefore self-perceptions should derive from similar processes as peer perceptions, leading to higher levels of self-peer agreement.
Thus, we predict that self-peer agreement will be highest for neutral traits and will decrease as the evaluativeness of the trait being judged increases. That is, the relation between self-peer agreement and trait desirability should be curvilinear, as indicated by an inverse U-shaped function. This curvilinear relation should be weaker for peer-peer agreement. If the peers have no affective involvement with the target person, there should be no relation between evaluativeness and peer-peer agreement. However, because in most studies (including our own) the peers like the target person, we expect some relation between evaluativeness and peer-peer agreement. Thus, Hypothesis 2 states that both self-peer and peer-peer agreement wilt be related to evaluativeness, but this effect will be stronger for self-peer agreement.
Our second hypothesis specifies a potential boundary condition on Hypothesis 1. The prediction that self-peer and peer-peer agreement are differentially related to evaluativeness (Hypothesis 2) implies that the magnitude of the difference between self-peer and peer-peer agreement (Hypothesis 1) may depend on the evaluativeness of the trait. Thus, the difference between peer-peer and self-peer agreement should be most pronounced for extremely evaluative traits, whereas for neutral traits there should be little or no difference in agreement.
The present research investigates these two hypotheses. First, we examine the main effect of type of judge on interjudge agreement, predicting that self-peer agreement will be generally lower than peerpeer agreement. Second, we test whether this main effect is modified by the interaction between type of judge and the evaluativeness of the trait being judged; we predict that the difference between self-peer and peer-peer agreement will hold for evaluative traits but not for relatively neutral traits. Moreover, these two predictions will be tested in a model of interjudge agreement that incorporates the effects of three determinants from the previous literature-Big Five content domain, observability, and social desirability.
Study 1 METHOD

Subjects and Procedures
A total of 250 students (155 females and 95 males) from a large public university in the Northwest volunteered to participate. Subjects were recruited in groups of five and typically lived together (e.g., dormitories, cooperative housing). In each of the 50 groups, one subject {self) served as the target person and rated him or herself, and the other four subjects (peers) rated the target person. Both target and peer subjects completed their ratings in a university laboratory, and care was taken to ensure that subjects from the same group were not scheduled for the same session.
Subjects had known each other lor at least one semester and were generally well-acquainted. Subjects reported a fairly high degree of familiarity with their peers (A/ = 3.8 on a 5-point familiarity scale, with 5 = very familiar, 3 = quite familiar, and I = slightly familiar), and generally liked each other (A/ = 4.6 on a 5-point likability scale, with 5 = like very much. 3 = neutral, and 1 = dislike strongly).
Measures
Self-and peer ratings. Personality ratings were obtained from both self and peers using a 9-step response scale, which ranged from "extremely uncharacteristic" to "extremely characteristic." We used a set of 100 unipolar trait adjectives; 80 of these were markers for the Big Five dimensions. To assess interjudge agreement separately for the high and low poles of each of the Big Five (e.g., Extraversion and Introversion), we selected 40 of Goldberg's (1983 Goldberg's ( , 1992 ) bipolar scales (e.g., talkative-quiet) and administered them as 80 single traits (e.g., talkative). To disguise the bipolar structure of the stimulus set, we administered the 80 Big Five traits along with 20 filler items in a fixed random order, with the constraint that traits from the same bipolar scales were never presented adjacently. Thus, there were 16 unipolar adjective markers, 8 for the high pole and 8 for the low pole of each of the Big Five dimensions. Traits defining the high and the low pole of each domain included talkative and quiet for Extraversion (vs. Introversion), fair and unfair for Agreeableness (vs. Antagonism), well-organized and disorganized for Conscientiousness (vs. Lack of Direction), secure and insecure for Emotional Stability (vs. Neuroticism), and complex and simple for Intellect (vs. Simple-Mindedness).
The results of a factor analysis of the 80 adjectives using the 200 individual peer ratings were consistent with the a priori factor structure.' However, two 1. The list of trait adjectives and the complete matrix of factor loadings are available from the authors. We use the label Intellect (rather than Openness to Experience) for of Goldberg's bipolar scales (subjective-ohjective and selfless-selfish) did not retain their intended meanings when administered as single adjectives, and these four adjectives were omitted from the present analyses. This resulted in a set of 76 adjectives for the present analyses.
Interjudge agreement indices • For each of the 76 traits, we computed two agreement correlations, one representing the degree to which the peers agreed with each other about the target's personality and the other the degree to which the target's self-ratings agreed with the peer ratings. In previous studies of agreement, peer-peer agreement has been typically computed by correlating two individual judgments, whereas self-peer agreement has been typically computed by correlating the self-judgments with the aggregated (i.e., mean) peer judgments, which are more reliable if the peers show at least some consensus; thus, in these studies agreement between the self and the mean peer represents an overestimate of the actual agreement between the self and a single peer. To make the peer-peer and self-peer agreement indices comparable, we computed dyadic agreement correlations between pairs of judges. There were six possible pairwise agreement correlations among the four peers, which we averaged to form an overall index of peer-peer agreement. Similarly, there were four possible self-peer agreement correlations, which we averaged to form an overall index of self-peer agreement.'
Ratings of trait properties. Independent ratings of observability and social desirability were available for each of the 76 traits. For the observability ratings, judges were told that "some traits refer to behaviors that can be easily observed by an outside observer. Other traits refer to behaviors that can be observed only by the person himself or herself." The judges rated each trait on a 9-point scale, ranging from I (extremely difficult to observe by an outside observer) to 9 (extremely easy to observe). The composite ratings of 28 judges had an alpha reliability of .90. The mean observability value for our 76 traits was 5.4 (SD = .9); sociable and talkative were the most observable traits, and complex and uncreative were the least observable traits.
Social desirability ratings were available from 100 undergraduates who had rated each trait on a scale from 1 (extremely undesirable) through 5 (neutral) the fifth Big Five domain because our traits were selected from Goldberg's (1983 Goldberg's ( , 1992 research, which emphasizes intellectual aspects such as intelligent, perceptive, knowledgeable, and cultured {see also John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1987) . 2. A reviewer suggested that the peer-peer agreement index may be slightly more reliable than the self-peer agreement index because it is an aggregate of six (rather than four) pairwise correlations. Any differences in reliability would not bias the peer-peer and self-peer agreement estimates for each trait, but could produce minor changes in the level of statistical significance in analyses across traits because the within-cell variance would be greater for the less reliable index. to 9 (extremely desirable) (see Hampson, Goldberg, & John, 1987) . The composite ratings had an alpha of .99. The mean desirability value for our 76 traits was 5.2 (SD = 2.2); 41 traits were rated as desirable (i.e., above the neutral midpoint of 5.0) and 35 as undesirable (i.e., below the midpoint). Intelligent and conscientious were most desirable, and ignorant and undependable were least desirable.
The evaluativeness of a trait reflects the degree to which the trait is evaluatively extreme (i.e., highly desirable or highly undesirable) versus relatively neutral in desirability. Evaluativeness was measured by the absolute value of the distance of the trait's desirability value from the neutral midpoint of 5.0 on the 9-point desirability scale. Ignorant and conscientious were the most evaluative traits, and impulsive and talkative were the least evaluative (i.e., most neutral). The intercorrelations among desirability, evaluativeness, and observability, computed across the 76 traits, were all below . 16, indicating that these three trait properties were essentially unrelated in our set of traits.
RESULTS AKD DISCUSSION
In all analyses, we used interjudge agreement correlations as the data, transformed via Fisher's r' to z' formula. The unit of analysis was the trait (not the individual subject), and the sample size for our analyses was thus the 76 personality traits.'
Effects of Big Five and Factor Pole on Interiudge Agreement
We conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the dyadic agreement correlations using the 76 traits as the unit of analysis; Big Five content (the five domains) and pole (high vs. low) were between-traits factors. For both the peer-peer and the self-peer agreement indices, the ANOVAs indicated a main effect for Big Five content domain, F{4, 66) = 5.4 and f (4, 66) -6.2, bothps < .01, no main effect for factor pole, and no interaction. Thus, agreement differed across the Big Five dimensions, but not across the pairs of traits that marked the high and low factor poles. Moreover, there were no pronounced asymmetries be- Iween the poles of any of the Big Five domains. The largest asymmetry was for Intellect; the average agreement correlation for traits from the high Intellect pole was .06 higher than the average for traits from the low pole. The differences in agreement between the Big Five domains are illustrated in Figure 1 , which presents the average self-peer and peer-peer agreement correlations for the traits representing each domain. Figure 1 shows that agreement was highest for traits related to Extraversion and lowest for traits related to Agreeableness, with traits related to Emotional Stability, Intellect, and Conscientiousness falling in between. Note that this ordering was identical for both the self-peer and the peer-peer agreement indices. Across the two indices, agreement for the average Extraversion trait was .29, whereas agreement for the average Agreeableness trait was .13. The difference between Extraversion and Agreeableness was consistent across the individual traits; combining the two agreement indices, 81% of the Extraversion traits had agreement correlations exceeding that of the average trait, whereas this was true for only 14% of the Agreeableness traits.
Sell-Peer versus Peer-Peer Agreement
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, Figure I shows that self-peer agreement was lower than peer-peer agreement for each of the Big Five domains. An ANOVA with type of judge (self-peer vs. peer-peer) as a withintraits factor and Big Five domain as a between-traits factor showed a significant main effect of type of judge. F(\, 71) = 26.2, p < .001, and no interaction with Big Five domain. Moreover, post hoc l tests showed that the difference between self-peer and peer-peer agreement was significant in every domain except for Emotional Stability.
The relation between peer-peer and self-peer agreement is illustrated further in Figure 2 . which plots the agreement correlations for each of the 76 traits; peer-peer agreement is shown on the horizontal axis and self-peer agreement is shown on the vertical axis. Peer-peer agreement ranged from .02 to .50, with a mean of .25 (SD = .10). Self-peer agreement ranged from -.07 to .55, with a mean of .19 {SD = .13).
The dotted diagonal line from the lower left to the upper right of the figure is the unity line, representing the point at which peer-peer and self-peer agreement have the same value. In general, traits that elicited high peer-peer agreement also elicited high self-peer agreement, and vice versa. As one might expect from our Big Five agreement findings, many of the traits related to Extraversion (e.g., talkative, quiet, dominant, extraverted) are found in the upper-right corner of Figure 2 , indicating high levels of both peer-peer and self-peer agreement. Across the 76 traits, the correlation between the peer-peer agreement index and the self-peer agreement index was .63 {p < .01).
In addition to showing the relation between the two indices. Figure 2 also shows which traits have relatively higher levels of peer-peer agreement (below the unity line) or self-peer agreement (above the unity line). Note that most traits fall below the unity line, refiecting the higher average peer-peer than self-peer agreement. Six traits even had negative self-peer agreement correlations, as indicated by their location below the dotted horizontal line.
These findings raise two questions: (a) Why do some traits generally Relation of Peer-Peer Agreement (Horizontal Axis) to Self-Peer Agreement (Vertical Axis) for 76 Personality Traits
Note. The dotted diagonal line from the lower left to the upper right is the unity line, representing the point at which peer peer and self-peer agreement have the same value. Traits falling below the unity tine (two-thirds of the traits) have higher levels of peerpeer than self-peer agreement. The dotted horizontal line indicates the point at which self-peer agreement is zero.
elicit higher levels of agreement than others? and (b) Why does self-peer agreement appear to be generally lower than peer-peer agreement?
Eiiects of Observability. Social Desirability, and Evaluativeness on Agreement Funder and Dobroth (1987) provided evidence linking the observability of a trait and its social desirability to interjudge agreement, and we predicted (Hypothesis 2) that evaluativeness will attenuate agreement, particularly when the self is one of the judges. To examine the degree to which agreement on a trait is influenced by its observability, social desirability, and evaluativeness, we correlated these three trait properties with self-peer and peer-peer agreement across the 76 traits. These correlations are shown in the first two columns of Table 1 . (We emphasize that the values in Table 1 are not mean agreement correlations, which are shown in Figure 1 .) As expected, observability correlated positively with both peer-peer (r = .36) and self-peer agreement (r = .38); that is, agreement was higher on observable traits. This effect is illustrated more concretely by the difference in agreement between traits falling above versus below the median on observability. Peer-peer agreement averaged .27 for relatively observable traits, as contrasted with .22 for unobservable traits, and self-peer agreement averaged .22 for observable traits, as contrasted with . 16 for unobservable traits.
As shown in Table I , social desirability was not linearly related to either peer-peer or self-peer agreement. However, in support of Hypothesis 2, we did find evidence of a curvilinear relation. In particular, traits that were either highly desirable or highly undesirable elicited much lower agreement than the relatively neutral traits in the middle of the desirability continuum. This curvilinear effect is reflected in a negative correlation between evaluativeness and agreement. As predicted, the negative correlation between evaluativeness and agreement across the 76 traits was stronger for self-peer (r = -.53) than for peer-peer agreement (r = -.35), as shown by the paired-samples / test for the difference between correlations, r(73) = 3.5, p < .01. Figure 3 illustrates the general curvilinear relation between social desirability and agreement, as well as the moderator effect of type of judge on this relation. The figure shows regression lines estimated from four separate regression equations, in which agreement on the 76 traits was predicted from the desirability values of the traits; these regressions were computed separately for the undesirable and the desirable traits, and for self-peer and peer-peer agreement. For the undesirable traits on the left side of Figure 3 , self-peer agreement had a strong positive correlation with desirability {r = .70): Agreement increases as traits become more neutral and less undesirable. Conversely, for the desirable traits on the right side of the figure, self-peer agreement had a strong negative relation with desirability (r = -.41): Agreement decreases as traits become more desirable and less neutral. As shown in the figure, we found a similar curvilinear 
Flguie 3 Interiudge Agreement as a Function of Social Desirability
Note. The relation of desirability to peer-peer and self-peer agreement is shown by regression lines computed separately for the undesirable traits (left of the neutral midpoint of the desirability continuum) and the desirable traits (right of the neutral midpoint). effect for peer-peer agreement (r -.52 for the undesirable traits, and r --.25 for the desirable traits), but this effect was less pronounced than for self-peer agreement. Finally, as the regression lines in Figure 3 suggest, peer-peer and self-peer agreement did not differ for relatively neutral traits. To further illustrate this point, we examined agreement for the 10 most neutral traits (i.e., those with desirability values between 4 and 6) and found that peer-peer and self-peer agreement were the same, both averaging .34. Thus, Hypothesis 1 holds for traits with evaluative implications but does not hold for neutral traits.
Finally, Table I also includes the point-biserial correlations between agreement and eaeh of the Big Five domains across the 76 traits, providing an alternative way to represent the mean differences among the Big Five domains summarized in Figure 1 . Positive correlations with a Big Five domain indicate higher agreement for traits from that domain. As shown in Table 1 , traits from the Extraversion domain elicited more agreement than traits from the other domains. Conversely, Agreeableness traits elicited less agreement. The overall effect size of content domain, expressed as the multiple correlation between agreement and all Big Five domains together, was .48 for peer-peer agreement and .51 for self-peer agreement.'' Thus, our findings replicate previous research linking the Big Five content domains to interjudge agreement. We also found that two general properties of personality traits-observability and evaluativeness -predicted agreement. How are these two sets of findings connected? Do the Big Five domains differ from each other in agreement because the traits defining the five domains differ in observability and evaluativeness? In other words, can the agreement differences among the Big Five be explained in terms of the two more general trait properties? To address these questions, we consider first how the Big Five differ in observability and evaluativeness, and then how these three predictors jointly influence agreement.
Big Five Differences in Observability, Desirability, and Evaluativeness
In Figure 4 , we present the observability ratings as a function of Big Five content domain; the traits in the Extraversion domain (M = 6.1) were the most observable, and the traits from the Intellect domain (M = 4.8) were the least observable. A two-way ANOVA on the mean observability ratings, with Big Five domain and pole (high vs. low) as factors, showed a main effect of Big Five domain, F(4, 66) = 5.3, p < .001, no main effect of pole, and no interaction. Next we examined social desirability and evaluativeness as a function of Big Five content domain. Figure 5 shows the mean desirability values for traits representing the high and low poles of each of the Big Five domains. When the two poles were combined, the Big Five domains were all close to the neutral line (i.e., a desirability of 5) and differed little in desirability. However, there were dramatic differences between the poles; for all five domains, the high pole (e.g., Hxtraversion) was 4. In this multiple regression analysis, the Big Five content domains are represented by four independent dummy variables entered as a block; the fifth dummy variable would be redundant. Extraversion at the mouth of the fish and Intellect at the tail. These effects were confirmed by a two-way ANOVA, with Big Five domain and pole as factors. We found no main effect of Big Five domain, but the main effect of pole, F(l, 66) = 230.0, p < .001, and the interaction, F(4, 66) = 3.1, p < .01, were significant. The interaction effect is of particular importance because it reflects the differences among the Big Five domains in evaluativeness. In Figure 5 , evaluativeness is indicated by the distance between the mean desirability values for the traits representing the high and the low pole of each domain. Extraversion was the least evaluative domain (i.e., the shortest distance between the high and !ow poles), followed by Emotional Stability, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and Intellect, which was most evaluatively polarized.Î n summary, Extraversion was both the most observable and the least 5. Our findings on observability and desirability are relevant to the debate about which pole should be used to name the "fourth" Big Five factor (see McCrae & John, 1992) . Researchers in the lexical tradition have used Emotional Stability as the factor label because, as Figure 5 shows, this pole is more socially desirable. On the other hand, researchers in the questionnaire tradition prefer the label Neuroticism (or Negative Emotionality) because it represents the more observable and thus salient pole of this trait domain. Similarly, Goldberg (1992) noted that the English language includes many more trait adjectives referring to the neurotic than to the emotionally stable pole.
evaluative Big Five domain. Given that observability was positively related to agreement and negatively related to evaluativeness, the positive relation of agreement to Extraversion might be attributable to the high observability and low evaluativeness of the traits in this domain. Agreeableness, on the other hand, did not differ from the other trait domains on either of these two trait properties. Thus, as we show below, the negative relation between Agreeableness and agreement cannot be explained by observability and evaluativeness. Aiken & West, 1991, pp. 42-44) . This procedure makes the interaction term independent of the predictors from which it was formed, thus reducing multicollinearity problems and permitting direct interpretation of both the higher order and the lower order regression coefficients in Figure 6 . As shown in Figure 6 , all five predictors had significant independent effects, and together they accounted for a substantial portion of the variance in interjudge agreement (multiple R = .69). The finding that the Big Five content domains as well as observability and evaluativeness had independent effects suggests that some of the Big Five differences in agreement cannot be reduced to differences in these two more general trait properties. More specifically, although Extraversion did not have an effect on agreement when observability and evaluativeness were taken into account. Agreeableness still had a significant effect. That is, the higher agreement for Extraversion traits can be attributed to their Determinants of Interjudge Agreement Note. All values are beta weights from a multiple regression with all five predictors. The betas from Study 1 arc given first, and the betas from Study 2 (our reanalysis of McCrae and Costa's [1987] data) are given in parentheses.
Determinants of Interjudge Agreement: An Integration
high observability and their low evaluativeness, but the lower agreement for Agreeableness traits could not be explained by these two trait properties.
Overall, evaluativeness was the strongest predictor, indicating that when people make personality judgments they have more difficulty agreeing with others about evaluative traits than about neutral traits (see Figure 3) . The significant interaction between evaluativeness and type of judge further indicates that this effect is even more pronounced when people make judgments about themselves. These results confirm our earlier finding that the evaluativeness effect is stronger for self-peer than for peer-peer agreement, and they suggest that self-and peer judges differ more in their responses to evaluative traits than in their responses to neutral traits. Finally, in addition to the interaction between judge type and evaluativeness, the effect of judge type was also significant, supporting our earlier observation that agreement between two peers generally exceeded agreement between the self and a peer.
Although the results of Study I were theoretically meaningful and statistically significant, they need to be replicated in a different sample of subjects and traits. We tested the generalizability of our findings using interjudge agreement data collected by McCrae and Costa (1987) 
METHOD
For 218 subjects ranging in age from 30 to 90 (with roughly equal numbers in each decade), McCrae and Costa (1987) obtained self-ratings and ratings from two peers (n = 72), three peers in = 85), or four peers (n = 61). The peers were extremely well-acquainted with the target subjects, having known them for an average of 18 years in a wide variety of situations and life contexts. These data provide us with the opportunity to assess the replicability of our findings in a sample of subjects who are much older than our college students, and a sample of peers who were much more familiar with the target subjects than in Study I. Personality ratings were made on 80 bipolar trait scales (e.g., talkativequiet). These trait scales included 40 Big Five marker scales from Goldberg (1983) , plus an additional 40 scales designed by McCrae and Costa (1987) to measure the Big Five domains. For each of these 80 bipolar scales, Robert R. McCrae provided us with overall indices of self-peer and peer-peer agreement, reflecting dyadic agreement correlations between all possible combinations of judges.T o index Big Five content domain, we used each trait scale's absolute factor loading on each of the five peer rating factors reported in Table 3 of McCrae and Costa's (1987) original report. The 80 unipolar adjectives comprising Goldberg's 40 bipolar scales had been included in the observability and evaluativeness ratings obtained for our first study.^ For each bipolar scale, the observability value was the rating of the more observable of the two unipolar traits comprising the scale. For example, for the bipolar scale talkative-quiet, we used the observability rating of talkative (7.7) as the observability value rather than the rating of quiet (6.6). For evaluativeness, we used the squared distance between the desirability values of the two unipolar traits comprising the bipolar scale. For example, talkative-quiet was low in evaluativeness 6. The agreement correlations from McCrae and Costa (1987) are intrac!ass correlations, whereas we used Pearson correlations among randomly assigned judges. The similarity of the findings across the two studies suggests that the procedure used to compute agreement made little difference. 7. Seventy two of our 76 unipolar traits corresponded to 36 of the 80 bipolar scales used by McCrae and Costa (1987) . Our additional four traits (reckless, cautious, impulsive, controlled) were all from the Conscientiousness domain.
(.04) because the desirability values of talkative (5.3) and quiet (5.5) were very close.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
As in Study I, we used interjudge agreement correlations as the data. Again the unit of analysis was the trait, with the 80 bipolar trait scales serving as observations. Table 1 presents the correlations of the agreement indices with observability, evaluativeness, and each of the Big Five domains, computed across the bipolar trait scales. The correlations on the right-hand side of Table 1 show that both the observability and the evaluativeness effects on peer-peer and self-peer agreement were replicated." Moreover, the evaluativeness effect was again stronger for self-peer (r = -.53) than for peer-peer agreement (r = -.29), as shown by a paired-samples test for the difference between correlations, r(37) = 3.5, p< .01.
With respect to the Big Five domains, we also found a similar pattern of correlations across the two studies; traits from the Agreeableness domain again elicited significantly less interjudge agreement than traits from the other domains, and traits from the Extraversion domain elicited somewhat higher levels of agreement. Overall, the multiple correlation of the Big Five domains was .44 with self-peer agreement and .29 with peer-peer agreement. This close replication of our Big Five effects with a set of traits representing McCrae and Costa's (1987) variant of the Big Five domains shows that our findings are not specific to a particular selection of traits. For example, the fifth factor was not related to agreement, whether it was measured by traits related to Intellect or to Openness.
We also replicated the difference between the two types of agreement by comparing peer-peer and self-peer agreement for the 80 bipolar trait scales.'' Averaged across all 80 scales, peer-peer agreement was 8. In Study 2, all p values for replicated effects were based on one-tailed significance tests. 9. The difference between peer-peer and self-peer agreement was somewhat smaller in McCrae and Costa's (1987) data than in our own data (Study 1), probably because of the much greater length of acquaintanceship among their subjects. Because the peers were long-time friends of the subjects, they probably shared more information with them (cf. Kenny, 1991) and were also more emotionally involved, making their judgments more similar to self-judgments. Both factors would tend to reduce the difference between self-peer and peer-peer agreement. Importantly, however, this difference remained significant and noneof our other findings changed appreciably (see Figure 6 ).
.22 (SD = .08), whereas self-peer agreement averaged .20 {SD = .08). Although this difference is small in magnitude (one-quarter of a standard deviation), it was statistically significant as shown by a pairedsamples / test across the 80 trait scales, r(79) = 2.7, p< .01. Moreover, this difference held for both the original 40 Goldberg scales, r(39) = 2.1, p < .05, and for the 40 scales McCrae and Costa added, t(39) = 1.8,p< .05.
Finally, we tested our integrative model of the determinants of interjudge agreement. As in Study 1, we conducted a regression analysis with all five predictors entered simultaneously, using the Friedrich solution described in Aiken and West (1991) . The regression weights from this analysis are given in parentheses in Figure 6 . Again, all five determinants contributed independently to the prediction of agreement, and the multiple correlation was .67, similar to the .69 value obtained in Study 1. Moreover, both the direction and the magnitude of the regression weights were replicated.
To test the generalizability of the model more formally, we conducted a double cross-validation analysis. The multiple correlation was .65 when we applied the regression equation obtained in McCrae and Costa's sample to our sample in Study 1; conversely, when we applied the equation from our sample to theirs, the multiple correlation was .62. These results reveal relatively little shrinkage in the crossvalidation samples and thus provide impressive evidence for the generalizability of the model presented in Figure 6 .
GENERAL DISCUSSION
We have examined several determinants of interjudge agreement on personality traits in two independent samples. The findings were similar across the two studies and provide a clear replication. Our model held whether the subjects were college students or adults, whether the peers had known the subjects for 1 year or for 20 years, whether the trait ratings were made on unipolar adjectives or bipolar scales, and whether the Big Five representation was derived from the lexical tradition (see John, 1990) or from the questionnaire tradition (see McCrae & Costa, 1987) . In both data sets, we were able to explain almost half of the total variance in agreement, and probably most of the reliable variance. Our findings suggest that agreement on personality trait adjectives is largely a function of four factors: which Big Five content domain the trait represents, how observable relevant behaviors are, how evaluative the trait is, and whether the self is one of the judges.
Both our data set and McCrae and Costa's (1987) used trait adjectives selected to be representative of the Big Five. How do these findings compare with those from studies using other stimulus sets and procedures? With regard to content domain, our finding that Extraversion traits elicited the most agreement and Agreeableness traits the least agreement is consistent with the previous literature. Our regression analyses further showed that the Extraversion effect can be explained by the high observability and low evaluativeness of the traits comprising that domain. The Agreeableness effect, in contrast, could not be explained by these two trait properties; future research needs to clarify why traits from the Agreeableness domain elicit less interjudge agreement.
Several earlier studies (Cheek, 1982; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Paulhus & Bruce, 1992) have also found relatively low agreement for Emotional Stability (vs. Neuroticism), a finding we did not obtain in the present studies. This difference may be due to the observability and evaluativeness of the items used to represent Emotional Stability; in our research, the Emotional Stability traits were not particularly unobservable or evaluative, which may account in part for the relatively high agreement we found for this domain.
With regard to observability, our findings closely replicate Funder and Dobroth's (1987) results obtained with Q-sort items. Similarly, our evaluativeness effect is consistent with Park and Judd's (1989) finding that agreement on a factor consisting primarily of neutral traits (their Factor 1) was higher than on a factor consisting primarily of highly evaluative traits (their Factor 2).
In addition to the three trait properties of content domain, observability, and evaluativeness, our findings suggest that interjudge agreement also depends on whether the self serves as one of the judges; specifically, agreement between two peers generally exceeded agreement between the self and a peer. To further examine this difference, we reanalyzed interjudge agreement correlations from Funder and Dobroth (1987) , which were provided by David C. Funder. Using the 100 Q-sort items as the observations, mean peer-peer agreement (.26) was significantly higher than mean self-peer agreement (.22), even though their self-peer agreement index used the average of two peers and may thus have boosted its size relative to dyadic-level agreement. The Q-sort data provided a less clear-cut replication of the evaluativeness effect. As in our research, evaluative items elicited less agreement than neutral items, but this effect was limited to negatively evaluative (i e., socially undesirable) Q-sort items. This difference may arise because the Q-sort items are considerably longer and more complex than single trait adjectives and may therefore have less clear-cut evaluative implications. In fact, the distribution of desirability values is bimodal for English trait adjectives (i.e.. most traits are either clearly desirable or clearly undesirable) (see Goldberg, 1982) , whereas the distribution is unimodal for the 100 Q-sort items. In summary, our findings seem to be consistent with previous research, although differences between trait adjectives and more complex personality items may provide a boundary condition on some of our effects.
Implications for Personality Assessment
The view that self-perceptions correspond with perceptions by others has served as a theoretical basis for the use of self-reports as data in psychological research (e.g., McCrae, 1982) . Our model of the determinants of interjudge agreement suggests several conditions under which such correspondence can be expected to be relatively high and relatively low. In particular, researchers constructing personality measures would be well-advised to avoid highly evaluative and unobservabte items because such items may reduce interjudge reliability and convergent validity between self and peers.
In interpreting the overall level of interjudge agreement in the present research, it is important to note that we examined agreement between self and a single peer for individual items. Nonetheless, even without any aggregation, the self-reports generally converged with the peer reports, providing evidence for the validity of both types of judgments. Note that self-peer agreement on the Big Five dimensions was much more substantial when the judgments were aggregated across individual trait adjectives and across peers, averaging .43 in Study 1 and .48 in McCrae and Costa's (1987 . Table 6 ) data.
However, convergent validity seldom approaches the boundaries imposed by reliability, suggesting that method-specific factors influence personality ratings. The nature of method-specific variance is not yet well understood, and psychological analyses of method effects are badly needed (Ozer, !989) . The present findings suggest that self-ratings of evaluative traits contain more method-specific variance than self-ratings of neutral traits. This is an important finding because most personality traits are at least somewhat evaluative. More generally, we hope that our findings will help elucidate the psychological mechanisms and processes underlying method variance in self-reports.
Implications for the Processes Involved in
Sell-and Other Perception
Perhaps our most intriguing findings involve the differences between self-and peer judgments. If, as some theorists have suggested (e.g., Bem, 1972; Mead, 1934) , self-perception and peer perception follow similar processes, then the determinants and the level of self-peer and peer-peer agreement should not differ. Indeed, we found that two determinants of interjudge agreement-observability and Big Five content domain-had the same effect on both self-peer and peer-peer agreement. However, we also found an important difference: self-peer agreement was lower than peer-peer agreement when the trait being judged was evaluative. These findings lead us to two speculations. Determinants of interjudge agreement that implicate cognitive-informational processes (e.g., observability and content domain of the trait being judged) may have the same effect on self-peer and peer-peer agreement.
On the other hand, determinants of interjudge agreement that implicate motivational factors such as self-enhancement needs (e.g., evaluativeness) may differentially affect self-peer and peer-peer agreement. More generally, our findings are consistent with the idea that differences between self-and peer perception may stem, in part, from a differential response to the evaluativeness of the attribute judged. Thus, self-and peer perception may indeed proceed through similar processes for judgments that are not ego-involving, but the process is altered and self-perceptions may become distorted when the trait is affectively charged. This interpretation points to the importance of motivational biases activated by ego involvement. Ego involvement may trigger affective and defensive processes that influence our self-perceptions to a greater extent than our perceptions of most others. When evaluating others, we typically do not experience threats to self-worth."^ However, when evaluating ourselves on extremely evaluative traits such as lazy, honest, or stupid, many of us experience a threat to self-worth and engage in the "selective industry of the mind" and possibly distort reality in the service of our "totalitarian ego." 10. Exceptions may occur when the judges are emotionally invested in their perceptions of the other person. For example, parents" perceptions of their child's personality may involve much the same psychological processes as their self perceptions. Thus, the factors underlying differences between self-and other judgments (e.g.. level of emotional involvement) are perhaps more critical than the simple distinction between self and other.
This difference in the process of self-and other perception will lead to lower self-peer agreement on evaluative traits only when individuals differ in their responsiveness to ego-involving stimuli. That is, our findings imply that evaluative traits elicit self-enhancement biases for some individuals but not for others. Previous research supports the notion that individual differences in self-enhancement biases are systematic and psychologically meaningful (e.g., Lockard & Paulhus, 1988) . One possible personality variable that may account for our finding that self-peer agreement is lower on evaluative traits is the construct of narcissism (John & Robins, in press ). When judging themselves on evaluative traits, narcissistic individuals may experience a threat to their self-worth and bolster their self-image by perceiving themselves more positively than they are seen by others, whereas this should not be true for relatively modest, nonnarcissistic individuals.
The motivational explanation we have proposed for self-judgments of evaluative traits implies that under conditions of ego involvement selfjudgments may be less accurate than the judgments of a well-informed other. Although agreement and accuracy are related, agreement does not ensure accuracy (Funder, 1987; Kenny, 1991) . Thus, although we have shown that self-judgments agree less with peer judgments when the trait is evaluative, ihe present research cannot provide conclusive evidence that the self is biased. Such evidence would require research comparing self-judgments to an accuracy criterion that can be justified on logical or empirical grounds.
In general, our findings contribute to the burgeoning literature on the conditions under which human observers agree with one another. Consistent with the view that self-judgments are influenced by motivational factors, we have delineated a condition under which self-judgments differ from judgments by others. The effects of other factors on self-other agreement, such as prior information and the unique visual perspective of the self, remain to be explored and provide important avenues for future research.
